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Response to Questions Raised In Our January 6, 2000, M«!eting 

De:tr Mr. Adler: 

w~ would like to take this opportunity to thank you for meeting with us on J :muary 6, 
2000. During our meeting you raised questions regarding several issues that we thought 
hac bee::, prev1ously resolved. The three issues that you have raised are 1) Your request 
to rneas·1re the groundwater protection levels at the property boundary instead ofthe area 
around EW-1. 2) Your preference to apply cumulative risk-based standards to 
groundvvater instead ofMCLs. 3) You requested a definition ofwhat conditions would 
trigger turning the systems back on. 

Tluoughout th~ history of the Granville Solvents PRP Group's involvement in the project 
wit 1 the EPA, these issues were carefully considered and agreements were made that 
have addressed them to everyone's satisfaction. The impact of changing these 
agfl~ements mr.y not be readily apparent. Therefore, we have taken the oppmtunity to 
prepare the following discussion for your consideration. To make the changt::s suggested 
would have a 5ignificant impact on the interpretation of the work that has bee:n conducted 
to date, ':he agreements we believe we have had with the EPA, and future work. Because 
the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) is based on these agreements, the 
analyses, cone usions, and recommended action may be invalid if these agreements are 
bro (Cll. 
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Below we hm:,~ provided a discussion of each of the issues. We hope that this discussion 
provides sufficient clarification so that we might move forward with the proposed plan. 

1. The request to measure the groundwater protection levels at th«:~ proJterty boundary 
instc~ad of the area around EW-1. 

Tlw groundwater chemical data clearly illustrate that the furthest extent of impacted groundwater 
is in the vicini1y of monitoring well MW-8. EW-1 is near the location where VOCs were 
detected in MW-8 during late 1993. The purpose for placing EW-1 at this location was to 
capture the leading edge of the plume to protect the well field. Throughout the course of 
executir .. ~~ the 1 equired work elements in the AOC, this area has been the working definition of 
\vhcrc: th~ grm.nd\vater protection levels would be measured. 

Tlw EEICA was developed over a significant period oftime in collaboration with the EPA. 
Throughout it~ development, and on several specific occasions, it has been agreed that the 
location where groundwater protection standards were to be measured was in the area around 
EW-1. 

On September 4, 1998, comments issued by the EPA regarding the Groundwater Modeling 
Report addres~ ed this very issue. EPA reviewers clearly recognized that EW-·1 and area in the 
vic: nity of E \\ -1 were proposed as the locations where the groundwater protection standards 
were to be measured (Comment Number 2 regarding the Groundwater Modeling Report " .... In 
Section 6. 2 it i ~ stated that the compliance zone for the aquifer was set at EW-1 and the area 
around EW-1 ·vhich are (sic) within its capture zone. 'l 

On June 21, 1 (}99, comments issued by the EPA offered language for the EE/CA that made clear 
the acceptance of EW -1 as the area where the groundwater protection levels would be measured. 
(Cc,mment Number 2 regarding Section 3.4 Determination of Removal Action Objectives, " .... to 
re(tuce permanent(v the levels of in (sic) impacted groundwater to !eve/<; such that lvfCLs are not 
exceede~l beyond EW-1 .... ''). 

Throughout the extensive development process ofthe EE/CA and supporting documents, several 
d i ;;.;ussions were held with technical and legal representatives at the EPA regarding many issues 
includir;~ where the groundwater protection levels would be measured. On October 14, 1999, 
fol 0\ving exh.mstive reviews, re-analysis, and revisions, the EPA notif.ed the PRP Group that 
the 'EPA concurred with the evaluation, analysis, and recommended alternative in the EE/CA. 
Ckarly, the EPA has carefully considered and agreed with where the groundwater protection 
levels W•Juld re measured. 
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Existing n·ell EW-1 is located in a direct line between the property and 1:he Village of Granville 
well field. A §'roundwater plume originating from the property would pass EW-1. Capture of 
sw.:.1 a plume ty EW-1 has been demonstrated through the current pump and treat system. In 
1994. low concentrations of organic chemicals were detected in MW-8 ~:cis-1, 2-DCE was 32 
ug/, trans- I, 2 -DCE was 3 ug/1, 1, I-dea was 2 ug/1), all below the MCL for each compound. In 
1996. 1, 1-DCI: was detected at a concentration of 5 ug/1, also below its MCL. Since pumping 
began, the con·~entrations of chemicals in MW-8 have decreased further such that there are 
cu1Tentl~; no detectable concentrations of any ofthe chemicals ofconcem. Clearly, the 
C·Jncentmtions of these chemicals of concem are well below MCLs and any risk-based standard. 

Gi\en th1t E\\ -1 will remain in place, groundwater impact between the property and EW-1 is of 
no ·~onsequence with respect to contamination of the Village of Granville weB field and 
pro ~ection of public health. 

Thf' EE/C A documents are based on these agreements. Because the analyses and recommended 
alternative in t1e EE/CA are based on these agreements, changes in these agreements may 
significantly a feet the results. You are aware of the processes used in the development of 
aliematives. P.Itematives were selected because they may be reasonably exp•;!Cted to achieve the 
Removal Action Objectives. A comparative analysis and a cost analysis wer•;! conducted with 
the: fundament 11 criteria of achieving the Removal Action Objectives. The application of each 
tedmology was carefully considered against the Removal Action Objectives and the cost 
analysis took into consideration the time it would take to achieve these ;;tandards and the 
as'l•)ciaud cosrs. Thus, a change in the Removal Action Objectives caused by a change in where 
the groundwat~r protection levels are to be measured will invalidate the comparative analysis 
and cost analy >is in the EE/CA and require a complete re-evaluation. 

2. The requfst to apply cumulative risk-based standards to groundwatE~r instead of 
MCL's. 

MCLs are relevant and appropriate as in-situ cleanup standards becaust:: the groundwater beneath 
the site is hyd1 aulically connected to the source aquifer for the Village of Granville water supply. 
In 1994, numerous chemicals of concern were detected in the aquifer at concentrations aboV·;! 
their re~pectiv~ MCL, and presumably risk-based standards, at many locations east ofMW-8. 
Tn·~ PRP Grm.p and the EPA entered into the AOC that required the installation and operation of 
a pump and tn:at system. 

Re >ulting from over five years of operation of the system, the conditions present in the aquifer 
today an~ quitt: different. Concentrations of the chemicals of concern in the aquifer have been 
substantially reduced and the extent of the plume has been dramatically redu~ed. Some areas in 
tbe aqui:·:'er sti1l contain chemicals of concern at concentrations that exceed their respective MCL 
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and pre~;umably the risk-based standards. Some ofthe concentrations are high enough, that if 
kt1untreated, one might reasonably expect that the area in the vicinity ofMW-8 and EW-1 may 
become ,;:ontaminated above the MCL or risk-based standard at some time in the future. 
Therefore, the pump and treat system continues to operate. The clear goal is to treat this 
ground\\ater t1) concentrations such that, when left untreated, concentrations in EW-1 do not 
bnome impacted above MCLs or risk-based standards in the future. 

Th1~ soil Rem eva! Action treatment goals agreed to in the EE/CA were ·established for each of the 
chemica:s of concern so that when they leach from the soil into groundwater and are transported 
into 1he area ofEW-1, the concentrations are low enough to meet MCLs and risk-based 
standards. Th<! groundwater monitoring system is in place to detect the chemicals of concern and 
to track 1he pmgress ofthese actions. 

It i:; not appropriate at this time to establish risk-based standards for all compounds ever dett:~cted 
in the aquifer because these chemicals are not present where the groundwater protection levels 
are 1o be measured. It is appropriate to evaluate risk at some time in the future, if chemicals of 
cor cern were 10 be detected in the area around EW -1, to determine if action should be taken. 

3. The reqUl'st for definition of what conditions would trigger tur111ing the system back on. 

The chemicals of concern present in the vicinity of EW-1do not exceed MCLs or risk-based 
standard:; at this time. If in the future the concentrations of chemicals of concern exceed MCLs 
or risk-tnsed criteria in the area of EW-1, the system would be operated to mitigate this 
cor. clition. 1ft 1e concentration of the chemicals of concern, alone or in aggrc:gate, exceeds 
MCLs or risk-Jased standards (estimated cumulative risk in excess of 1 in 10,000 for 
carcinog~nic r sk or a hazard index of 1.0 for non-carcinogenic risks) in the area ofEW-1 for 
three consecutive quarterly monitoring events, the system would be operated. 

The PRP Group has an approved monitoring plan and an approved operatiom plan. In order for 
the PRP Group to discontinue pumping or monitoring, we would have to demonstrate that the 
goc;ls of the AOC \Vere met. In the past, changes to the monitoring program were initiated by 
subnittal of a request to modify the monitoring program. We've assumed that the conditions in 
the AOC were clear enough to make it unnecessary to establish specific criteria for discontinuing 
or 1 estaJ1 ing the system. 
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Summnry 

In :>wmnary, i: is our position that agreements made regarding where the groundwater protection 
levels would be measured are appropriate and sufficiently protective ofthe public health and 
environment. The development of cumulative risk-based standards at this time for all chemitcals 
of ~~onc1~m is not appropriate or applicable. The "triggers" to tum the system back on are 
sufficierttly ckar in the AOC. However, ifthe concentration ofthe chemicals of concern, alone 
or n aggregat.~, exceeds MCLs or risk-based standards (estimated cumulative risk in excess of 1 
in l 0,000 for carcinogenic risk or a hazard index of 1.0 for non-carcinogenic risks) in the area of 
EV/-1 ft:r thre~ consecutive quarterly monitoring events, the system would be operated. The 
burden to peti:ion operational changes is on the PRP Group. 

\Ve hope that :his discussion has clarified the issues and questions that you had in our meeting. 
If~·ou have further questions regarding this matter, please call me at 614-890-5501. 

Re;;pectfully, 

METCALF ~£ EDDY OF OHIO, INC. 

/a;w1£t: <--~-·:r; 0 I 1 

Gerald R. Mv~~ s 
Vice Pr;:siden J OJect Coordmator 

Cc P. Felitti, U.S. EPA 
B. Pfe1Ierle, TH&F 
B. Brewer, ESE 
M. Raimonde, M&E 


